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ABSTRACT

MEASURING OFFICER POTENTIAL USING THE OER, by MAJ Derrick G. Jackson,
75 pages.

The thesis seeks to answer the primary question, “Does the Army effectively capture an
officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments using the OER as the
document of record?” The research applies grounded theory to examine and analyze
previous research and studies conducted on the effectiveness of the Officer Evaluation
Reporting System. The thesis concludes with a recommendation to change the criteria
that senior raters should use to evaluate an officer’s potential. The research found that
senior raters need a more precise definition for potential. Additionally, the research will
show the benefit of using the Army’s Leadership Requirements Model to measure officer
potential.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

One of the difficulties in bringing about change in an organization is that
you must do so through the persons who have been most successful in that
organization, no matter how faulty the system or organization is. To such persons,
you see, it is the best of all possible organizations, because look who was selected
by it and look who succeeded most within it. Yet these are the very people
through whom we must bring about improvements.

— George Washington
2nd Inaugural Address

Overview

The purpose of this study is to identify how effective the Army’s method of
assessing and documenting an officer’s potential is. The research considers the ranks of
major through colonel. Recently, the Army introduced an updated version of the Officer
Evaluation Report (OER) designed for better accuracy in evaluating an officer’s potential
where the senior rater has the sole responsibility to assess and document a subordinate’s
potential. This research will look at how the Army mandates senior rater responsibilities
for assessing and documenting the potential of an officer using the OER. In addition, the
research considers the three areas that the OER aids with during certain Department of
the Army selection boards. This research will also attempt to determine if the OER is the
best method for assessing and documenting officer potential, if other methods are better
suited, or if the method needs more change and refinement.

When the Army released a newer version of the OER there were multiple changes
implemented for the new Officer Evaluating Reporting System (OERS). For instance, the

rater’s accountability for assessing performance increased with the creation of a rater



profile. This new profile mirrors the rules that guide the senior rater profile and restricts
raters to only giving forty-nine percent of the officers they rate an EXCELS block check.
The new series of evaluation reports also puts greater emphasis on the senior rater’s
assessment of an officer’s potential. This is a change from the old requirement that senior
raters assess and provide comments on potential along with comments relating to the
officer’s performance. Lastly, the new officer evaluation report requires raters to focus
more on the evaluation of leadership attributes and competencies. This research seeks to
understand if the new OER creates a more effective system to evaluate an officer’s
potential, and answer the question, “Does the Army effectively capture an officer’s
potential for promotion, command, or future assignments using the OER as the document
of record?”

The implementation of the new OER and evaluation reporting system indicates an
awareness of the Army’s need to get better at how it evaluates officers and puts the best
officer in the right position at the right time. In a 2010 interview with General Dempsey,
Chief of Staff of the Army, he expressed the need for a revised evaluation report and in
how the Army conducts promotion boards (Prism 2010, 3). As the new OER was
published and pushed to the field, Major General Mustion, Commander of Human
Resource Command, personally travelled to different Army installations to brief leaders
on the changes with the new OER and what it meant going forward to the force as a
whole. Clearly, the Army’s senior leaders saw an inherent problem with the way the
Army was using the OER to make important selection decisions, and attempted to make
the necessary needed changes. However, while the new evaluation reporting system does
increase rater and senior rater responsibility and accountability, does the new OER

2



improve the assessment of potential so the Army can make better talent decisions in the

future..

Primary Research Question

Does the Army effectively capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command,
or future assignments using the OER as the document of record? To answer the primary

question, there are three secondary questions the research seeks to answer.

Secondary Questions

Secondary questions that this research will attempt to answer are:

1. How to measure potential?

2. Should potential be measured against leader competencies as outlined in
Army Doctrine Publication (ADP) 6-22?

3. Is the senior rater the right person to articulate potential?

Assumptions
Department of the Army Pamphlet (DA PAM) 600-3 discusses proposed career

timelines for officers in the grades of lieutenant to colonel as it relates to each specific
branch in the Army. The assumption is that senior raters are adhering to the guidance
found in DA PAM 600-3 that says, “Senior raters must ensure that they fairly and
honestly articulate an officer’s abilities, performance, and potential for service in
increasingly complex and higher echelon organizations” (Department of the Army 2014d,
63).

The pamphlet also provides a description of the competencies expected of an

officer and explains how senior raters are to assess these competencies. DA PAM 600-3
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states that senior raters are to rate officers based on the Army’s Leadership Requirements
Model, which outlines core competencies that all leaders across the Army, regardless of
branch, should possess. It also states that senior raters will remain the principle agent that
provides an assessment of an officer’s potential.

In addition, based on DA PAM 600-3 and the implementation of the new officer
evaluation form, it is safe to assume that this form will continue to be the primary
document that promotion board members will base their judgment on. As a subsystem of
the Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS), the assumption is that the OER will
continue to affect promotions, school selection, functional designation, and command and
key billet selection as stated in DA PAM 600-3. The design of the new OER and process
aims to prevent inflated ratings from occurring. By making two-star level units and below
have their respective rating schemes approved by the next higher command, the
assumption is that rating scheme integrity and the prevention of “pooling” officers will
cease. It is also assumed that the new OERS will help to hold the rating chain

accountable to officers they are rating.

Definition of Terms

A number of terms require definition. The following terms defined below help
provide clarity to the research topic.

Effectiveness: For the purpose of this thesis, effectiveness is the degree to which
an evaluation reporting system is successful in assessing potential for retention,
promotion, command, and future assignments.

Evaluation Reporting System: Encompasses the means and methods needed for

developing people and leaders. Identifies Soldiers who are best qualified for promotion
4



and assignment to positions of greater responsibility. Combines major elements of
counseling, assessment, documentation, and integration with other personnel functions to
meet the needs of the Army, rating officials, and all rated Soldiers in their current
environments.

Leadership Requirements Model (LRM): Conveys the expectations that the Army

wants leaders to meet.

ATTRIBUTES
\
CHARACTER PRESENCE INTELLECT
* Army Values * Military and professional bearing  * Mental agility
* Empathy * Fitness * Sound judgment
* Warrior Ethos/Service  * Confidence * Innovation
Ethos * Resilience * Interpersonal tact
* Discipline * Expertise
LEADS DEVELOPS ACHIEVES
* Leads others * Creates a positive environment/ ~ * Gets results
* Builds trust Fosters esprit de corps
* Extends influence beyond * Prepares self
the chain of command * Develops others
* Leads by example * Stewards the profession

* Communicates

\
COMPETENCIES

Figure 1. Leadership Requirements Model

Source: Department of the Army, Army Doctrine Publication (ADP) 6-22, Army
Leadership (Washington, DC: Department of the Army, 2012), 5.

OER: Officer Evaluation Report. The official document of the Army to document
an officer’s performance and potential for promotion, specific assignments (command),

and advanced educational opportunities. The most recent revision created four versions of
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the OER: Company Grade (0O1-03; WO1-CW?2), Field Grade (O4-05), Strategic Grade
(06), and Strategic Grade (O7). What was once only DA FORM 67-9 is now DA FORM
67-10-1, 67-10-2, 67-10-3, and 67-10-4 respectively.

OES: Officer Evaluation System: A system designed to identify those officers
most qualified for advancement and assignment to positions of increased responsibility.
Under this system, an officer’s evaluation derives from his or her performance and
potential through duty evaluations, school evaluations, and HQDA evaluations (both
central selection boards and HRC officer management assessments).

OERS: Officer Evaluation Reporting System: A subsystem of officer evaluations.
The primary function of OERS is to provide information from the organizational chain of
command to decision makers at Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA) for
officer personnel decisions.

Performance Appraisal: The process of obtaining, analyzing, and recording

information about the relative worth on an employee. Performance appraisal is necessary
to measure the performance of employees and the organization to check the progress
towards the desired goals and aims.

Pooling: Deviating from the rating chain guidance in AR 623-3 in order to
provide an elevated assessment protection for a specific group.

Potential: An assessment of the rated officers ability, compared with that of other
officers in the same grade, to perform in positions of greater responsibility and/or higher

grades.



Limitations
This research is limited by the amount of time to conduct the actual data gathering
and analysis. This time restriction hindered the ability to access some information and/or
data that could have benefited the research efforts. Another limitation is the researcher's
inexperience in conducting original research under a formal construct or methodology. In
addition, the ability to gain significant information regarding the process in which the
Army measures potential is limited to past examples, surveys, literature reviews, and

studies that have been conducted on this particular research topic.

Scope of Delimitations

This research will only consider the effectiveness of the assessment and
documentation of officer potential in the ranks of major through colonel. It will look at
how senior raters assess and evaluate an officers potential using the OER as the document
of record. This research will not look at the Army’s non-commissioned officer corps or
junior officers in the grade of captain and below. In addition, the research will not
consider sister service methods and best practices and how the Navy, Air Force, and
Marines measure officer potential.

Though related, talent management, as a function of the Officer Personnel
Management System, receives only a brief discussion during this research. Though the
Officer Evaluation System does deal with talent management in some regards, the
research focuses on how senior raters and other decision makers use the OER in the
process of assessing and documenting potential according to Army doctrine and

guidance.



Significance of Study

The significance of this study is to look at how officer potential is assessed and
documented and if the current method is effective. It will also attempt to determine if the
Evaluation Reporting System (ERS) aids to create an effective process that helps
determine an officer’s potential for promotion, assignments, or future assignments. This
study will look at the fairness and objectivity required by senior raters as they observe
and ultimately make honest and professional judgment on an officer’s potential during
the evaluation cycle.

The results of this study should provide recommendations for improvement in the
process where necessary. It should also result in more research conducted for those
interested in pursuing the topic further. This research does not attempt to disprove the
Army’s current method of evaluating an officer is potential, but aims to provide insight

into the effectiveness of the current method in use.

Chapter Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the research topic and a brief discussion of
the primary and secondary research questions. In addition, this chapter makes some
assumptions regarding the OER and its use to measure potential. This chapter also
provides a short list of defined terms along with the research limitations, scope of
limitations, scope of delimitations, and the significance of this research study.

In early 2014, the Army adopted a new officer evaluation report distinctly
designed to capture the performance and potential of an officer based on their past
performance and the characteristics expected for the officer in the grade they currently

hold. Department of the Army centralized promotion selection boards will continue to
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use the OER when determining if an officer is capable of serving at the next higher rank.
In addition, OERs will continue to help decision makers determine whether an officer is a
likely candidate for command opportunities. The question this research hopes to answer
is if the OER effectively meets one of its intended purposes—accurately reflect an
officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments.

The next chapter will provide a literature review that attempts to answer the
primary research question. It will also provide a brief review of the literature that pertains
to performance appraisals in the civilian sector. Additionally, it will review some of the

literature and Army doctrine on the Evaluation Reporting System.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

A word of encouragement from a leader can inspire a person to reach her
potential.
— John C. Maxwell

Purpose

The purpose of this literature review is to answer the primary research question,
“Does the Army effectively capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command, or
future assignments using the OER as the document of record?” In addition, this literature
review looks at the private or civilian sectors with the intent to identify any methods or
procedures used by the civilian sector that the Army can incorporate into its own
methods. Finally, the purpose of this literature review is to identify and discuss work that
either supports or disapproves the primary research question.

It is important to note how the Army evaluates an officer's potential. Currently,
the primary way the Army meets this requirement is through the subjective judgment of
the officer's senior rater evaluation on the OER. Army regulation states that one of the
duties required of an officer’s senior rater is the accurate and fair assessment of an
officer’s potential using the OER. The Army entrusts senior raters with this responsibility
and expects them to provide a fair and honest assessment. This research will look at three
areas that the OER should help decision makers with in regards to certain circumstances
where the result is the best officer for selection. It will also look at and determine if the

OER is the best method or if other methods are required and would be more useful.

10



This chapter’s organization consists of two parts. First, the literature review
considers some of the literature and research of others conducted on the civilian sector
and Department of the Army Civilian performance appraisals. This particular section of
the literature review focuses on civilian performance appraisals. It addition, it considers
how performance appraisals are currently being used to rate civilian employee potential
based on performance standards established at the beginning of the rating cycle.

The second part of the literature review will show how the Army measures
potential using the OER. In addition, this particular section of the literature review will
cover Army doctrine and regulations as they relate to the Officer Evaluation System.
Next, this section will provide a brief discussion on the Army’s Leadership Requirements
Model as well as provide a quick look at the Army’s talent management efforts. The
research will show some of the similarities between the civilian performance appraisal
system and the Army’s OER system. The literature review will also explain how the
Army currently uses the OER to document an officer’s potential for promotion,

assignments, and educational opportunities according to Army doctrine and regulations.

Performance Appraisals in the Civilian Sector

The research considers performance appraisals in the civilian sector to determine
if there are methods within the civilian sector the Army can incorporate into its
evaluation system. This section will discuss how performance appraisals in the civilian
sector help to provide supervisors a way to assess and document a civilian employee’s
potential. Key in a civilian employee’s assessment is that performance measures
established at the beginning of the rating cycle help provide measures of effectiveness.

Research shows that in order to evaluate a person’s potential for a myriad of future
11



benefits, an evaluation or assessment of past performance via a performance appraisal is
the method used in the civilian sector.

A performance appraisal is necessary to measure the performance of the
employees and to check the progress of the organization towards the desired goals and
aims (Fernandes and Pithadia 2012, 1001). Fernandes and Pithadia, also claim that the
performance appraisal is the process of obtaining, analyzing, and recording information
about the relative worth of an employee. Appraisals help to identify both weaknesses and
strengths of an individual to help improve performance and potential (Fernandes and
Pithadia 2012, 1001). Therefore, in a sense, performance appraisals have the same goal of
the OER. Both are means to helps identify the potential of an individual. In the past,
studies on the effectiveness of performance appraisals are numerous and provide a better
understanding of the actual process of how rate employees. This paper will not address
the numerous techniques and methods available that suggest how to conduct an actual
civilian employee performance appraisal. The intent of discussing performance appraisals
is to highlight their respective purpose.

The purpose of the performance appraisal by most organizations is for making
decisions regarding its employees. This is true for both the civilian and military sectors.
For example, performance appraisals in the civilian workforce help make decisions such
as selection, training, and compensations (Lee and Cynthia 1985, 325). Since
performance appraisals provide the input that decision-makers use to decide employee
benefits, they must be accurate and objectively measured. Martin and Bartol state, “The
performance appraisal should be based on the specific tasks the employee accomplishes
or fails to accomplish” (Martin and Bartol 1998, 223). Martin and Bartol also advocate

12



that the rating technique used should provide a measurement of the employee’s job
performance that is as accurate as possible (Martin and Bartol 1998, 224). Key point here
is that the rating techniques used to evaluate an employee must be accurate and based on
specific tasks.

Performance appraisals should not be subjective but based on a set of standards
that give raters and senior raters’ measures of performance and measures of effectiveness.
In other words, employee’s should have a complete understanding of the standards
shortly after assuming a particular duty assignment and those standards should be
addressed at multiple occasions before the actual performance appraisal is rendered.
Taking it a step further, when measuring the effectiveness of a performance appraisal
system, Martin and Bartol argue that the standards used should be specific, challenging,
realistic, dynamic, understandable, consistent with the organizational goals and, when
possible, measureable (Martin and Bartol 1998, 225).

The civil service appraisal process helps both the employee and the employer
understand and agree on the requirements and expectations the employee must achieve.
For example, it is very important to detail the duty description and expectations of a civil
service employee so that there is no question as to the expectations and requirements
expected of the employee. When it comes down to a supervisor providing an annual
assessment, there should be no questions of whether the employee met or failed the
documented expectations and job requirements.

In contrast, though structured, the Army’s doctrine and instruction of evaluating
officers has some inconsistencies. For example, as shown in table 2, due to the lack of
performance counseling received by leaders, the assumption made is that subsequent

13



periodic counseling often does not involve a review of the standards initially discussed
and agreed upon during the initial counseling. Many times the expectations and
requirements discussed during the initial counseling conducted by the rater are not the
same expectations and requirements the officer received during the initial counseling. In
some cases, completely different measures of performances are what raters and senior
raters assess officers against. In addition, if the designation to evaluate and document an
officer’s potential falls on the senior rater, the question then is how senior raters are

rating an officer’s potential?

How the Army Measures Potential: The Officer
Evaluation Reporting System

The Army measures and assesses the potential of its officers for future
assignments, promotions, or future assignments. The primary method for this assessment
is the Officer Evaluation Report. The Army is replete with literature on officer leadership
and developmental strategies but has a tremendous deficit on how it defines potential and
how to measure and assess potential. The following provides a brief discussion that

highlights what Army doctrine and regulations say about officer potential.

DA PAM 600-3 and the OERS

DA PAM 600-3 states that the Officer Evaluation System’s purpose is to identify
those officers most qualified for advancement and assignment to positions of increased
responsibility (Department of the Army 2014c, 38). In addition, DA PAM 600-3 explains
that the assessment of an officer’s potential is a subjective judgment, and that this
subjective judgment influences someone making a decision as to whether the officer has

the potential to perform at a specified level of responsibility, authority, or sensitivity. The
14



same DA PAM states an “Officer’s potential is normally associated with the capability to
perform at a higher grade, the potential for retention and increased responsibility within a
specified grade” (Department of the Army 2014c, 38). However, is that potential assessed
and captured effectively and is it always a fair and unbiased assessment? To answer this,
the research looks at the Officer Evaluation Reporting System (OERS).

The OERS is a subsystem of the Officer Evaluation System (OES) and uses the
Officer Evaluation Report (OER) to evaluate the performance and provide an estimation
of the potential of an officer. Currently, the OER and the Academic Evaluation Report
(AER) (received while attending Professional Military Education (PME)) are the primary
documents used for promotion selection. DA PAM 600-3 states that the potential
evaluation contained on the OER is a projection of the performance accomplished during
the rating period into future circumstances that encompass greater responsibilities
(Department of the Army 2014c, 38). In other words, an officer’s performance displayed
during the rating period is the bases for measuring their respective potential. This
evaluation covers a period that is usually equal in time of one year or less.

DA PAM 600-3 also states that the primary focus of the assessment is the
capability of the officer to meet increasing levels of responsibility in relation to his or her
peers (Department of the Army 2014c, 38). While this may appear sound and logical, the
question is, what if all officers of the same rank have the potential to excel at higher
levels of command for drastically different roles and responsibilities based on their future
job description and associated task. The analysis section will discuss the inherent flaws in
grouping all officers in an organization of the same rank in the same pool regardless of
branch or function.
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Personally witnessed, most evaluations are opposite of this Army guidance. More
often than not, an officer’s rater measures the officer’s performance against implied and
assigned tasks that the rater failed to review during subsequent counseling sessions. This
creates problems when the officer is not aware of the implied tasks given by the rating
officials until the evaluation report is complete. Many times an officer may only receive
an initial counseling and no follow up counseling occurs. If periodic counseling fails to
happen (Riley et al. 2014, viii), the rated officer may have limited knowledge on what
areas they need to improve and ultimately become the reason the rating official gives for
the substandard performance and resultant substandard evaluation report they give the
officer. A quarter of leaders report only receiving formal counseling at rating time and
another quarter indicate they never or almost never receive counseling (Riley et al. 2014,
viii). In a subsequent chapter, this research will address this and other problems that

cause many officers to distrust the system.

AR 623-3 and the Army’s LRM

Important to note is that performance and potential assessments are linked,
according to Army doctrine, to the Army Leadership Requirements Model (LRM)
(Department of the Army 2014b, 3). The LRM lists the competencies expected of a
leader in the Army (see Figure 1). AR 623-3 states, “Rating Officials assess a soldier’s
performance and potential against standards—-the Army Leadership Requirements Model
containing attributes and competencies the organization’s mission and a particular set of
duties, responsibilities, tasks, and objectives (Department of the Army 2014b, 3).

In addition, Army Regulation (AR) 623-3 states, “While standards or techniques

may change, the Evaluation Reporting System (ERS) will continue to be the most
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accurate and effective assessment tool and development system possible. It will
accomplish its mission of developing people and leaders” (Department of the Army
2014b, 3).

AR 623-3 also states that the OER is to focus on officer’s duty performance, how
well he or she performs their assigned tasks as related to the LRM. The same regulation
also states that the evaluation is to provide a focus on potential as it relates to an officer’s
ability to perform at the current and higher grade or rank. Lastly, as the governing
doctrine for officer evaluations, AR 623-3 describes that performance and potential
assessments by rating officials are extremely important factors when determining a
leader’s potential compared to their peers. However, the Army is giving assessments on
who is the best officer compared to his or her peers. Should the primary (and arguably the
only) focus of the assessment and evaluation be based on their performance and ability to
perform at the next higher grade as outlined in DA PAM 600-3?

Two questions arise from this guidance. The first is, is the OER (using subjective
judgment as stated in DA PAM 600-3) the best method of capturing potential. The
second question is, how does the Army ensure subjective assessments? In some cases,
duty requirements, based on the officer’s branch, can be dramatically different in scope
depending on the organization and job assignment held at the time. For example, should a
Signal major and Infantry peer have their potential compared against each other for the
next higher rank and increased responsibilities, considering both will require different
technical and tactical competencies? Though this method has been accepted for many
years, the question has to be asked if the reason why some officers decide to quit serving
the Army is related to unfair evaluations received from senior officers. It is common
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belief that Army promotion board members give additional weight to the comments and
block checks provided on an officer’s potential as reported by the officer’s senior rater.
These same senior officers may not really understand the specific requirements that an
officer must achieve and execute by the very nature of the branch that they belong to. Yet
each board member, from his or her own respective branch, gets a vote in the selection or
non-selection of that officer. Could it be that the problem is bigger than just the
evaluation system and actually reflect a problem with the OER and evaluation process
itself? To better and more accurately reflect the performance and potential of officers, the
Army created a new series of evaluation reports as a way to improve on the method of
evaluating officers.

The result of the newly designed form is to provide a better depiction of the
potential an officer has when being considered for personnel actions such as promotion,
functional designations, retention in grade, eliminations, retention on Active Duty,
command and project manager designation, school selection, and assignment. The
restructured OER comes with the expectation that it will encourage the professional
development of the officer corps through structured performance and developmental
assessment and counseling. Though hard to measure during its infant stage, the
effectiveness of this one document on the Army’s ability to retain and promote the most
talented officers remains a task that requires detailed scrutiny if the Army truly hopes to

retain officers with the most potential.

A New Series of OERs

The Army restructured the Officer Evaluation Form, DA FORM 67-9, and

designed a new series of the OER. This new series highlights and documents an officer’s
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individual qualifications and potential and give senior rater’s a more focused
responsibility to assess an officer’s potential. The new OER has four different versions —
company grade (2LT-CPT), Field Grade (MAJ and LTC), Strategic Leader (COL), and
General Officer (BG). This new evaluation system helps better recognize officer
performance and potential according to the expectations of that officer in their respective
grade slate. It creates a more coherent mechanism for identifying and documenting an
officer’s potential. The argument here is that just changing the evaluation report’s format
alone will not aid the systematic and fair approach to assessing an officer’s potential.
There needs to be some way of recognizing what specific skills sets needed for a certain
job, a particular staff or command billet, or broadening assignment are needed of the
officer. These skills sets ultimately can provide measures of performance and measures
of effectiveness for both raters and senior raters. More importantly, if the design of the
evaluation report is to capture potential, which leads to better talent management, the
question is how exactly will changing the form better aid this process. With inconsistent
definitions of potential, and the lack of holding senior raters accountable, the assumption
is that the new OER will not change the Army’s current practices. Will promotion boards
still heavily weight senior rater comments? What are assignment managers looking at
when working to meet the directives of the Army Manning Guidance? Do assignment
managers actually look at an officer’s OERs when making a determination where to send

an officer?

Talent Management

In his book, Bleeding Talent, Tim Kane says that the military has failed

horrendously at retaining some of its best and most talented leaders and that the
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underlying system of central planning that the Pentagon uses to manage its workforce is
the root of the problem (Kane 2012, 238). Kane puts the onus mainly on the personnel
system and its inability to manage officers. Kane believes that the method the military
uses to determine an officer’s potential is not adequate. In the case of the U.S. Army, this
would be the use of the OER. During the time of his research, Kane notes, “For one
reason or another, junior and midlevel officers-lieutenants, captains, and lieutenant
colonels-are leaving the Army in droves” (Kane 2012, 289). In a survey, Kane conducted
using West Point graduates from the classes of 1989-2004, he found that only 20 percent
of the officers surveyed thought the Army does a good job matching talents with jobs and
only 6 percent agreed that the Army does a good job at retaining the best leaders (Kane
2012, 2010). The conclusions drawn from his research proves that the OER and entire
Officer Personnel Management System is not achieving its intended purpose. Though
Kane conducted his research before the release of the current OER, he recognized that the
OER did provide an opportunity for senior raters to document what they believe to be the
potential of an officer. However, does the four sentences the senior rater choses actually
aid the selection boards when it comes time for promoting the right officers, deciding

who commands, and who gets particular assignments?

Leader Development and the OER

In a 2004 United States Army War College (USAWC) Research Project,
Lieutenant Colonel Scott F. Donahue addresses how the OER fits into the Army’s leader
development model and provides a conceptual framework for defining and assessing
leadership potential for the Army’s future force. In his research, LTC Donahue presents

the findings of a two-year research effort conducted by the Center for Strategic and
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International Studies (CSIS). The research identified, at the time, that “Present leader
development and promotion systems, however, are not up to the task of consistently
identifying and advancing highly competent leaders” (Donahue 2004, 6). Of note is the
importance of the OER as a fundamental tool used as part of the Army’s leader
development and promotion processes. In essence, if the Army’s method of selecting the
right leader is not adequate, it ties back to the OER’s inability to provide accurate and
effective insight into on officer’s potential.

LTC Donahue goes on to make mention of the OERS and that it is the cornerstone
of the Army’s OES. He accurately states that OERS “largely determines the quality of the
officer corps, the selection of future Army leaders, and the course of each officer’s
career” (Donahue 2004, 9). At the time of his research, he mentions how the old OER
replaced its “over-inflated and highly subjective predecessor” (Donahue 2004, 9). He
then explains how senior rater accountability was the most revolutionary change made in
the OER from DA Form 67-8 to DA Form 67-9. The DA Form then gave the senior rater
the responsibility in evaluating a rated officer’s performance and potential. Fast forward
to 2014 and the Army has once again attempted to get it right by further refining the
responsibility of the senior rater.

The last point to make in LTC Donahue’s research is his indication that senior
raters were indeed complying with how many top blocks they can give according to
Army regulation. This is not a surprise since this requirement is mandated by HQDA and
is something that senior raters are required to do. However, he notes that “it is erroneous
to conclude the system is working and that senior raters are correctly identifying and
assessing officers with strong leadership potential as regulatory conformity infers neither
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senior rater quality and accuracy nor rated officer satisfaction, confidence, and trust”

(Donahue 2004, 11).

Chapter Summary

The OER and the OERS will continue to function as the Army’s method of
capturing an officer’s potential with the senior rater as the individual responsible for the
assessment of that potential. This research will try to determine how effective this method
has been. In addition, the research will attempt to determine if a more effective method is
suitable.

Where the civilian sector focuses more on establishing standards and expectations
of performance to hold the employee to, the Army allows the senior rater to provide an
assessment on an officer’s potential as compared with that of his or her peers. As stated,
Army doctrine lacks a true definition and guidance on how to accurately measure
potential. While one regulation states that the assessment of that potential is subjective,
another regulation states that potential relates to the attributes and competencies found in
the Army’s Leadership Requirements Model. The following chapter will discuss the
research methodology used to answer the primary question, “Does the Army effectively
capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments using the
OER as the document of record?” It will also outline how the research was constructed
and executed. In addition, the following chapter will discuss the methodology used to

answer the primary and secondary research questions.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Overview

The goal of this thesis is to answer the primary research question: “Does the
Army effectively capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command, and future
assignments using the Officer Evaluation Report as the document of record?” The
research methodology used consists of four steps.

Step 1: Conduct a literature review of the Army leader development program, the
Army Officer Evaluation Reporting System, the Army Officer Evaluation Reports (past
and present), the Army’s Civilian performance appraisal system, and civilian evaluation
programs.

Step 2: Review the effectiveness of the OER, as a tool, in capturing an officer’s
potential.

Step 3: Conduct analysis on the pertinent data to identify trends and data points
that would either confirm or deny the researcher’s general theory to help draw
conclusions regarding the research.

Step 4: Present conclusions and recommendations.

The researcher used basic qualitative research using the grounded theory to
generate a general explanation (a theory) about phenomena of interest, process, and
action, based on, and shaped by observation (Trochim 2006). This research focused on
the process and action of assessing and documenting an officer’s potential, specifically

using the OER as the document of record.
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The researcher also considered how performance appraisals conducted in the
civilian sector of the Department of the Army helps to assess an employee’s potential.
Next, the research reviews the Army’s method of using the OER, with respect to
determining an officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments.
Finally, the researcher reviewed the current method the Army uses to measure an
officer’s potential as it relates to the leadership attributes and competencies Army
doctrine says leaders are to possess. The focus of the research centered on the ranks of
major through colonel for this research.

The researcher’s initial theory regarding the Army’s effectiveness of using the
OER to measure potential is that while the OER is completed and submitted on every
officer, senior raters lack a shared understanding of what the Army desires in its senior
leaders. Ultimately resulting in an inconsistent assessment of an officer’s potential for
service at all levels of the Army.

In addition, this chapter will review the data collection efforts / methods, and
address research validity. The chapter will conclude with a brief summary of the topics

and areas covered.

Data Collection

The data collected for this analysis derives from articles, books, websites,
correspondence with the Army’s Human Resource Command (HRC), and monographs
on the subject. The researcher took a historical look at U.S. Army regulations, policies,
and promotion board statistical data. The researcher drew upon discussion in the
classroom of Army Officers and Civilians attending FY15 CGSOC class. Data collected

from the researcher’s personal experiences is also used. The discussions, personal
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experience, and specific questions posed helped form the initial theory regarding the

research topic.

Data Analysis

This study begins by gathering previous studies and surveys conducted on the use
of the old OER. The research also considered why the Army created and published a new
version of the OER. The research takes much of the data from Army doctrinal references
and the limited number of official surveys that considered different aspects of the OERS
and the role or effectiveness of the senior rater.

Important to note is that a new version of the OER along with updated
accompanying doctrinal guidance created and implemented in 2014 aims at providing a
more concise description of the senior rater’s role during the evaluation period. Another
goal of the new evaluation report seeks to address some of the issues with the previous
OER form. Not only did it intend to correct senior rater malpractices (pooling), but it also
explains that the senior rater is to make comments on potential only. In addition, the
research tries to determine if the new OER results in a more effective method of
assessing an officer’s potential and if a more revised role and responsibility of both the
rater and senior rater makes a difference in how effective the Army is in assessing and
documenting an officer’s potential.

Taking the surveys and reports previously conducted, the following table will
examine the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the entire Officer Evaluation Reporting
System, and how selection boards and senior raters use the OER when making decisions.
The table considers the three main usages of the OER within the OERS and gives a score

to the consistency to which the form is used. For example, as indicated by table 1, the
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research will consider how senior raters, when assessing and documenting an officers
potential, use the OER. In addition, the table will show how often Department of the
Army selection boards use the OER and senior rater comments on an officer’s potential
when making promotion selection decisions. The follow table will attempt to show, in
chapter 4, how often the OER and senior rater comments on potential are used when
assignment managers determine where an officer is assigned. This particular category
only considers O4-05 level officers as the majority of O-6 level officer assignments are
nominative in nature. The table will use a point system of “1” through “3” to measure
each of the above categories. A description of the point system is defined in chapter 4.
The research will show how effective the OER is or is not in using senior rater comments
on potential to promote the right officers, which officers receive selection for command,
and which officers are selected for future assignments were the best-fit officer is

necessary to put in the right job at the right time.

Table 1. OER Effectiveness

1 2 3

Senior
Raters

Selection
Boards

Assignments
(O-5and
below)

Source: Created by author.
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Threat to Validity

The research recognizes that there is a threat to validity and some selection bias
involved in the research. Because the researcher is an Adjutant General Officer, there are
passionate concerns with the use of the OER that may have caused some selection biases
with respect to the research findings. A selection bias may also be prevalent because the
researcher has dealt extensively with senior raters and managed multiple evaluations on a
regular basis. As a witness to some of the pooling and other malpractices that occur by
senior raters, there exist the potential to skew the data to fit the hypothesis. The
researcher attempts to remain objective during the interpretation and analysis of the data

presented because of the research.

Chapter Summary

Previous and current U.S. Army policy outlines and provides a framework for
procedures that if followed; help senior raters assess an officer’s potential. There has
been some debate on the effectiveness of the method used and the result that occurs from
this method. Though steps have been taken to give each officer a fair chance at proving
their potential based on their performance, it still comes down to the senior rater
comments and assessment of the officer’s potential as compared to that of his or her
peers. For majors, lieutenant colonels, and colonels, it is important to ensure that the
Army gets it right when it comes to both grooming and selecting the “best fit” officer to
lead at the senior officer ranks.

In the following chapter, a data presentation and analysis will show how effective
or ineffective this system actually is or where further refinement is suggested. In addition,

the following chapter will consider the data gathered during the research process and use
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it to answer the primary and secondary research questions. The following chapter will
also attempt to define the difference between performance and potential. This is
important since the two terms are used interchangeably without a clear understanding. It

will also briefly look at the old and new versions of the OER.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

Overview

This chapter will provide a presentation and analysis of the data presented on
behalf of the research conducted. This chapter has four parts:

Part 1. Address the primary research question, “Does the Army effectively
capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments using the
OER as the document of record, and secondary questions; the differences in the Army’s
definition of potential and performance; and the Civil Service Reform Act to review the
standards for civilian service performance appraisals (evaluations).

Part 2. Addresses a senior rater’s ability to accurately document an officer’s
potential using the OLD OER and OERS.

Part 3. Address is similar to part 2 except that it will use the new OER and OERS
as the tool for documenting potential.

Part 4. Will look at leadership competencies that an officer should possess
according to the Army’s leadership doctrine.

This chapter will conclude with a quick summary and set the conditions for future
recommendations.

This analysis will also discuss how the new OER limits the senior rater comments
to only those that address the officer’s potential, and why a better definition of potential
is needed in order for senior raters to provide better assessments on potential. One of the
goals of the new OER is that it should address the problems that the previous OER and

evaluation reporting system caused. Provided in the thesis is that the current OER does
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little to improve the Army’s method of effectively reflecting an officer’s potential for
promotion, command, or future assignments and that nothing has really changed just

because a new form was created.

Primary Research Question

The primary research question is “Does the Army effectively capture and officer’s
potential for promotion, command, or future assignments using the OER as the document
of record?” In analyzing this question, the research conducted found that there is a need
to provide better guidance on how to assess officers on their individual potential for
promotion, command, or future assignments by senior raters. The research conducted
showed that the problem is not with the reporting system itself, but (1) with the use of the
OER by decision makers, (2) no clear definition of potential, and (3) the problem with
grouping all officers of the same grade, regardless of branch, into the same assessment
pool; this is commonly known as “pooling.” The research conducted also found that the
Army needs a more precise definition of potential to help senior raters in accurately and
objectively assessing an officer. In addition, the research conducted found that while a
very detailed explanation and guidance is given to raters on how they are to measure an
officer’s performance, senior raters are only told to evaluate an officer’s potential as
compared to others officers that are in the same grade as the rated officer (see Appendix
A and Appendix B). The assumption here is that senior raters do not spend or have a lot
of time to reference the regulation governing the evaluation and therefore consistently
rely on how they have written reports in the past. The basis of this assumption comes
from the result of the researcher’s personal experience as an Adjutant General Corps

Officer and dealing with OERSs and senior raters on an extensive basis.
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Secondary Research Questions

The three secondary research questions that need addressing are as follows:

1. How to measure potential?

2. Should potential be measured against leader competencies as outlined in Army

Doctrine Publication (ADP) 6-22?

3. Is the senior rater the right person to articulate potential?

The analysis addresses two of the three secondary research questions. How
potential is measured and is the senior rater the right person to address potential.
Focusing on the first question, “How is potential measured?”” Based on the research
conducted, there appeared to be a lack of consistency and clarity in the doctrine and
regulations in which the Army explains how to measure potential for an officer. Army
doctrine states that the senior rater is responsible to provide an assessment, based on their
personal experiences, on an officer’s potential. This assessment is subjective in nature
and relies solely on the senior raters understanding of the needs of the army “enterprise”
leaders in the future and previous experiences. The opinion is also hampered, in many
instances by the lack of proximity, numbers of personnel senior raters must assess for
potential, and the lack of objective assessments.

The research also found that measuring an officer’s potential against that of his or
her peers may not always result in a fair and objective evaluation given. As an example,
organizations that have a high number of “high potential” officers, such as the Ranger
Regiment, Division Staffs, etc., are comparing against a high potential pool instead of the
entire pool. This is a potential problem. Additionally, many officers have fundamentally
different expectations, functionalities, and specialties so when compared to peers in the
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same organization it may give comparing oranges and apples. This particular issue
receives further exploration later in this chapter.

The research, also attempts to answer the question, “Is the senior rater the right
person to articulate potential?”” While senior raters are normally the most senior and
knowledgeable officer in the officer’s rating chain, what training does the Army provide
them to establish a shared understanding? What training does the Army provide to ensure
the evaluated officer understands what the Army expects in the future force? This lack of
shared understanding leads to mistrust in the OERS and questions the validity of the
assessment given by the senior rater. This often leads to the rated officer being surprised
at the evaluation they receive from the senior rater. Combined with the fact that different
officers in different branches have different professional requirements and expectations at
various echelons of command, the research shows the need for more consideration in this
area to establish a shared understanding between the Army and senior raters and those

they senior rate.

Defining Performance vs Potential

If the expectation is that senior raters and leaders assess and measure an officer’s
potential then there needs to be a more precise definition of what potential is and how to
measure it. Performance and potential require different assessment measures, hence the
requirement for raters to assess and officer’s performance and the senior rater to assess an
officer’s potential. When defining potential, the research attempts to define the meaning
of not just potential but leadership potential. Though a majority of most officers will
serve in staff positions, they are still leaders, and their respective potential to perform as

Army leaders regardless of the position they hold is paramount. The problem is, although
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the Army provides a Leadership Requirements Model (LRM) for its officers, senior raters
may not assess potential based on the LRM. Senior raters may be more concerned with
making sure the officer who is more senior gets the top block and great write-up. In
addition, senior raters may give assessments based on an officers timeline for promotion
and/or if the officer has been passed over for promotion from previous selection boards.

DA PAM 600-3 states, “The potential evaluation contained on the OER is a
projection of the performance accomplished during the rating period into future
circumstances that encompass greater responsibilities. The primary focus of this
assessment is the capability of the officer to meet increasing levels of responsibility in
relation to his or her peers” (Department of the Army 2014c, 38). Each senior rater will
have his or her own philosophy when it comes to who gets a top block, however Army
doctrine attempts to provide some guidance on what the potential evaluation should be.

AR 623-3, the Army’s definitive document for providing guidance on officer
evaluations, gives the same broad definition of potential as it relates to Performance
Evaluations. The regulations continuously lump the word potential with performance and
state that, “Potential evaluations will be performance-based assessments of rated officers’
or NCOs’ ability to perform in positions of greater responsibility and/or higher grades
compared to others of the same grade” (Department of the Army 2014b, 5). The same
regulation states that an officer’s assessment given by the rating chain results from the
manner of performance and potential the officer displays during the rating cycle. The
regulation states that performance evaluations, “also focus on potential assessments to
include judgments about a Soldier’s (in this case officer’s) ability to perform at the
current and higher grade or rank, whether or not a Soldier will be given greater
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responsibility at the present rank, or retained for further military service” (Department of
the Army 2014b, 3). It goes on to state that performance and potential assessments by
rating officials are extremely important factors when determining a leader’s potential
compared to their peers (Department of the Army 2014b, 14). The same regulation then
goes on to say that, “Evaluation reports that are incomplete or fail to provide a realistic
and objective evaluation make personnel management decisions increasingly difficult”
(Department of the Army 2014b, 4).

In contrast, DA PAM 600-3 states, “The assessment of an officer’s potential is a
subjective judgment of the officer’s capability to perform at a specified level of
responsibility, authority, or sensitivity.” In the same paragraph, the DA PAM states, “The
Army also assesses the officer’s potential for retention and increased responsibility
within a specified grade.” The Army doctrine is conflicting and results in a lack of shared
understanding for senior raters to evaluate and assess potential.

One way to do that is to measure an officer’s potential based against the Army’s
Leadership Requirements Model along with an assessment of the officer’s performance
during the rating period. This will lead to a change in doctrine and regulations and a
change in the Army’s educational efforts to teach senior raters about their role and
responsibility when writing evaluations. This change will also help to push senior raters
in conducting the mandatory counseling required by regulation, provide measurable
performance standards and expectations by the senior rater, and give the senior rater a
model to assess the officer’s strengths and weaknesses against. In addition, grouping

officers into the same rating population based on grade when they have fundamental
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technically and tactically different functions prevents an officer from receiving a fair and

objective assessment on their respective potential.

The Civil Service Reform Act

The Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) requires each federal agency establish and
maintain a formal performance management plan. The federal agencies programs must,
“Observe an employee’s performance in relation to performance requirements over a
period of time, and then make an appraisal of it” (Griggs and Morrison 2002, 1). The
Federal Performance Appraisal System (FPAS) follows guidelines that a performance
appraisal system must provide for:

1. Establishing performance standards that will, to the maximum extent feasible,
permit the accurate evaluation of job performance on the basis of objective
criteria (which may include the extent of curtesy demonstrated to the public)
related to the job in question for each employee in or position;

2. Communicating to each employee at the beginning of each appraisal period,
the performance standards and the critical elements of the employee’s position;

3. Evaluating each employee during the appraisal period on such standards;

4. Recognizing and rewarding employees who performance so warrants;

5. Assisting employees in improving unacceptable performance.

The point here is to show that within the civilian sector, employee assessments
based on an established performance standard should allow, to the greatest extent
possible, for an accurate evaluation. An assessment of a civilian employee’s potential is a
result of objective criteria that the immediate supervisor and the employee established at

the beginning of the rating period. It is important to understand that civilian employee
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assessments are to consider the performance of the individual and not compared the
employee’s assessment compared to his or her peers. This method also helps ensure that
the individual employee and immediate supervisor always have written standards of
performance and expectations that they can revisit during the rating cycle and make any
necessary adjustments as needed. It also allows the immediate supervisor the tools
needed to address any negative performance issues during the rating cycle and work with
the employee to fix prior to giving a final assessment of the employee’s performance and

potential.

The Old OER

This section provides a brief discussion of the old version of the OER and its
intended purpose. The group of OERSs found in an officer’s Official Military Personnel
File (OMPF) are the most important documents in the officer’s OMPF. The Department
of the Army selection boards and assignment managers use the OER as the main
document when selecting for promotions, command positions, and in some cases who
will get what assignments. As part of the actual OER, the senior rater comments and
assessment of an officer’s potential weighed heavily in the decision-making process.

The old version of the OER gave senior raters the ability to comment on both the
officer’s performance and potential. In addition, the old version of the OER gave senior
raters the ability give no more than 49 percent of any officers in the same grade an Above
Center of Mass evaluation. The old OER version also used the same form to evaluate
officers in the grade of O-1 through O-7. Finally, while there was a Support Form in

existence, it was not a mandatory form according to Army doctrine and regulations.
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In April of the 2014, the Army created a new series of the OER. The next section
will describe and discuss some of those changes and the reasons for those changes. One
thing to note is that while all these changes significantly changed the form itself to make
a more efficient Officer Evaluation System, it still did not address the need to clarify

what potential is and how to assess it.

The New OER

According to the 2014 version of AR 623-3, the new DA FORM 67-10 series
allows rating officials to provide HQDA with a performance and potential assessment of
each rated officer for HQDA selection board processes (Department of the Army 2014b,
5). More specifically, the senior rater is the designated officer for assessing and
documenting and officer’s potential. This was a change from the previous OER in that
now senior raters are only to comment on the potential of an officer. On previous
versions of the form, senior raters provided comments on both performance and potential.

The new series of OERs provided a different, though somewhat similar in format,
OER for four different grade plates of officers. No longer would an O-6 receive his or her
evaluation on the same Department of the Army Form used for an O-4 or O-5. The new
series of OERs include evaluation reports for company grade (2LT-CPT), field grade
(MAJ-LTC), strategic leaders (COL), and Brigadier Generals.

Another change implemented with the new OER is that the support form is now a
mandatory requirement for all officers in the ranks of WO1-COL. The form allows senior
raters to provide comments to the rated officer on the thoughts and expectations of the
senior rater. If used correctly, it will also give senior raters the ability and capability to

interface with the rated officer before rendering the final OER (See Appendix C). Used
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correctly, the support form also aids in the leader development process of an officer. The
problem is that most officers receive little to no formal or informal counseling or one-on-
one interaction regarding senior rater expectations prior to the officer receiving his or her

OER. The next section will discuss this in more detail.

Evaluating Army Officer Potential using the OER

The Army’s mechanism to judge the value of an individual’s performance and
potential is the OER and OER Support Form. However, the OER Support Form does not
go forward with the OER and the selection boards still do not see it. DA PAM 600-3
explains that all subsystems of the Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS)
affected by the evaluation report include promotions, school selections, functional
designations, and command and key billet selections, as well as separation boards. When
decision makers and selection boards have to make important decisions regarding the
future career of an officer, the OER provides insight into the potential the officer has or
lacks. That being the case, this section considers data from surveys and reports conducted
on how officers perceive the OER and the system under which it falls.

The Army Training and Leader Development Panel (ATLDP) Officer Study
Report to the Army in 2000 conducted research on the OER and the OERS. The report
found that the OER itself was a source of mistrust and anxiety (The Army Training and
Leader Development Panel 2000, 9). The ATLDP reported that this is mostly the result as
most officer’s belief that the OER was not meeting officer expectations as a leader
development tool (The Army Training and Leader Development Panel 2000, 9). The
report also found that most officers said that the leader development aspects of the OER

saw seldom use, and senior raters seldom counseled subordinates (The Army Training
38



and Leader Development Panel 2000, 9). The assumption here is that officers were
referring to the OER Support Form. This violates what DA PAM 600-3 defines as part of
The Army Profession—that Army leaders have the critical responsibility to develop future
leaders who are prepared to meet tomorrow’s challenges. One way to accomplish this is
through mentoring, counseling, and coaching. The mistake comes when no interaction
occurs and then at the end of the rating cycle a senior rater makes an assessment, renders
that assessment on the OER, and then asks the officer to sign the OER with very little to
no previous one-on-one interaction.

In contrast, the same report found that senior officers serving on selection boards
indicated that the OER was giving them what they needed to sort through a very high
quality officer population and select those with the greatest potential to lead soldiers (The
Army Training and Leader Development Panel 2000, 9). This proves that there is a clear
disconnect with what officers in the field believe and what the Army senior leaders at the
time believed to be the actual truth of the effectiveness of how the Army measures
potential.

Data collected from this report shows that though most officers do not believe in
the OES system, there is consistent concern with senior rater inconsistency, inability to
adhere to regulatory guidance, and lack of objective assessment criteria to measure an
officer’s potential. In other words, while officers believe that the evaluation system (not
the actual OER) is a good method to document an assessment on an officer’s
performance and potential, there are inherent flaws that lead to subjective assessments

and a lack of involvement and interaction during the rating period between the rated
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officer and the senior rater. This leads to distrust in senior rater ability to accurately
assess and provide a fair and regulatory assessment of an officer’s potential.

Though conducted fifteen years ago, the ATLDP study found trends that are still
occurring in today’s Army. In the 2012 CASAL Survey, counseling frequency percentage
increased but still needs to improve (Riley et al. 2012, 68). Keep in mind DA PAM 600-3
states, “The potential evaluation contained on the OER is a projection of the performance
accomplished during the rating period into future circumstances that encompass greater
responsibilities” (Department of the Army 2014c, 38). If this is how the Army wants
senior raters to assess potential then more quality performance counseling needs to take
place by both the rater and senior rater. Officers also attribute the lack of performance
counseling received by senior raters as a factor that contributes to their mistrust of the
evaluation system and leadership development opportunity. Most note that the lack of
feedback during the rating period creates environments in which officers are not sure
where they stand when it comes time to receive an evaluation.

The problem arises from a myriad of issues but one reoccurring issue that many
officers say they experience is the lack of counseling from senior raters and the misuse of
the Officer Evaluation Report Support Form. It is difficult enough to receive the required
counseling from an immediate supervisor, and more often than not, senior raters either do
not counsel or provide meaningful feedback to subordinates on areas they need to
improve in order to receive a “top block” check mark on their evaluation.

The following year, the 2013 CASAL survey found nearly one-fourth of field
grade officers never or almost never receive formal or informal performance counseling
(Riley et al. 2014, 74). Though this response relates to a question posed regarding
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immediate supervisors, it assumes that the numbers are equal if not worse if asked the

same question regarding senior raters. If senior raters do not deliberately take time to use
the OER and OER Support Form as leadership development opportunities, rated officers
will continue to lose trust in the evaluation system and the ability of their senior raters to

provide accurate, fair, and objective evaluations.

Table 2. Frequency of Performance Counseling

How Often do you Receive Performance Counseling? (2012 CASAL)

Active Duty | Monthly or | Quarterly Semi- At Rating Never

Leaders More Often Annually Time

MAJ-COL 18% 16% 9% 24% 32%

How Often do you Receive Formal or Informal Performance Counseling? (2013
CASAL)

Active Duty | Monthly or | Quarterly Semi- At Rating Never or

Leaders More Often Annually Time Almost
Never

MAJ-COL | 29% 18% 8% 21% 24%

Source: Ryan Riley, Josh Hatfield, Tyler Freeman, Jon J. Fallesen, and Katie M. Gunthe,
#2013 Center for Army Leadership Annual Survey of Army Leadership (CASAL): Main
Finding” (Technical Report, Center for Army Leadership, U.S. Combined Arms Center,
2014), 74; Ryan Riley, Josh Hatfield, Art Paddock, and Jon J. Fallesen, “2012 Center for
Army Leadership Annual Survey of Army Leadership (CASAL): Main Finding”
(Technical Report, Center for Army Leadership, U.S. Combined Arms Center, 2013).

What Changed with the New OER

What did change from the old OER to the new OER was the greater focus on
senior rater’s responsibility to only comment on an officer’s potential. However, there is
still little to no detailed explanation of what the senior rater should be looking for when
providing the assessment of the officer’s potential. Compared with the very detailed

instructions provided to the rater, senior raters receive very little (see Appendix A and
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Appendix B). According to Army doctrine, an officer’s potential, assessed by the
officer’s senior rater, and addressed on the OER in the senior rater portion of the OER
will continue as the process to assess and officer potential. For the majority of majors,
lieutenant colonels, and colonels, the senior rater is in the officer’s chain of command and
has some visibility on the daily responsibilities of the officer. The belief is that the
assessments provided by the senior rater comments are the most important part of the
OER and will ultimately determine if an officer receives a promotion or selection for a
command. Senior rater comments provide information that decision makers and selection
boards consider when making decisions on whom to pick. Again, the new OER further
limits the responsibility of the senior rater only to provide comments on the officer’s
potential, whether it is for promotion to the next rank, command, or a particular critical
assignment.

In terms of the senior rater profile, there were minor changes implemented with
respect to O6 level block checks. Senior raters for colonels can now give no more than 24
percent of colonels they rate a block check of “Multi-Star Potential,” and only 25 to 49
percent of colonels rated can receive a “Promote to BG” block check. Senior rater
profiles are extremely important and sometimes factor into the senior raters decision on
who they will give a stellar evaluation regardless of the officer’s actual potential. Senior
rater profiles are sensitive in nature and only a few “select” individuals have access to the
information. The senior rater profile helps keeps track of how many “top block”
evaluations and senior rater can give at any given time. The new OER provides senior
raters with more succinct options when rendering a block check on an officer. However,
when compared to the previous version of the OER, nothing really changed except the
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verbiage used. Currently, senior raters are limited to giving 49 percent of any group of
officers in a particular grade a “Highly Qualified” block check. Equivalent to the
previous “Above Center of Mass” block check, the percentage of officers of a respective
grade that can receive that block check remained unchanged. Important to note is what
the Army classifies as important jobs. These jobs are classified and branch qualifying
positions or assignments. It is during these assignments that officers are told are the most
important to receive top marks. It is believed that performing exceptionally well in these
field grade branch qualifying positions, as well as in lieutenant colonel- and colonel-level
command assignments is the gateway to longevity for senior level leadership positions
(Donahue 2004, 12). If this is true, senior raters must continue to manage their profiles to
ensure that deserving officers receive top marks and that they are provide accurate, fair,

and objective assessments of their potential.

Research Findings

The following table attempts to show how effective or ineffective the OER has
been in the past in regards to documenting an officer’s potential and its use for
promotion, command, and future assignments. The score column bases its score from
surveys conducted by the Center for Army Leadership’s CASAL Surveys and other data
derived from the research. The scale used is “1” through “3” with three being the highest
possible score. A score of three indicates that the OER is found to be used the majority of
the time in the decision making process. A score of two means that the OER is used some
of the time or inconsistently by decision makers. Lastly, a score of “1” means there was

inconclusive data available on the given area or the OER has very little to no use.
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With respect to the effectiveness of the senior rater use of the OER to measure an
officer’s potential, it was found that use of the OER and OER Support Form as a leader
development tool occurs on some occasions but not consistently. This was evident by the
lack of counseling officers receive as reported during the 2012 and 2013 CASAL
surveys. The lack of formal and informal counseling results in the score of two for this
particular category as seen in the table.

The table also shows that selection boards use the comments by senior raters on
potential to make decisions on whom to promote always. It also shows that senior rater
comments on potential weigh heavily during selection boards and that senior leaders
reported that senior rater comments are providing the necessary input to help selection
board members make decisions. This category received a score of three.

In terms of using an officer potential for considerations of assignment, the
research found that potential plays little to no role in the assignment process. According
to a Strategic Studies Institute monograph series on talent management, “Yet, in a well-
meaning effort to take care of its people, the Army’s current officer assignment process
focuses much more upon fairness than it does upon coolly optimizing officer
productivity. Instead of talent considerations, each officer’s dwell (nondeployed) time,
boots-on-the-ground (BOG or deployed) time, number of deployments, and the number
of overseas postings dominate future assignment decisions” (Wardynski, Lyle, and

Colarusso 2010, 5). This category received a one for its score.
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Table 3.

OER Effectiveness

1 2 3
Senior Senior Raters never Senior Raters us but | Always used
Raters conduct counseling using | not consistently
the OER support form ]
Selection Selection Boards never Used consistently Always used and is the
Boards use the OER to make along with the #1 document used to

Promotion decisions

Officer Record
Brief (ORB)

make selection
decisions

Assignments
(O5 and
below)

Never considered

Used along with
other documents
(i.e. ORB)

Always used to
determine who is
assigned where

Source: Created by author.

Chapter Summary and Conclusions

In the 2013 CASAL survey, the research found that only one-third of leaders rate

the developmental counseling they receive from their immediate superior as having a

large or great effect on their development. It goes on to state that nearly one-in-five

officers indicate that they never or almost never receive formal or informal performance

counseling (Riley et al. 2014, 120). More often than not, officers receive an assessment

based on the subjective reasoning of the senior rater. Another factor is whether the senior

rater can give the officer a top block based on the senior rater’s profile. In addition to the

senior rater’s profile, the rating an officer receives may result from the relationship that

the officer has with the senior rater. While all these factors play into the evaluation an

officer receives, selection boards and assignment managers have limited to no interaction

with the officer and must base their decisions for promotion selection and assignment
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decisions based on this faulty rating system. If this is the case and the evaluation of an
officer’s potential is on projecting past performance into the future then there needs to be
more emphasis conducting performance counseling by both raters and senior raters.

In conclusion, the answer to the primary research question is no, the Army does
not effectively capture an officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future
assignments using the OER as the document of record. Secondly, the method of assessing
an officer’s potential is lacking due to the infrequency of formal and informal counseling
provided to the rated officer. This leads to the need for a more precise definition of what
potential is and how senior raters are to assess it. In addition, because there is no accurate
definition of potential, senior raters will continue to give subjective evaluations and
senior rater comments. Officers will continue to have their potential assess based on a
comparison of their performance as measured against their peers and not based on an
objective measurement as expected from standard Army leader attributes and
competencies expected of an officer and based solely on that individual officer’s ability
to perform at higher echelons within the Army.

The next chapter will discuss conclusions and recommendations that address the
answer to the primary question. The recommendations provided are the result of the
analysis conducted in this chapter along with the data points identified in the literature
review. The recommendations presented are also the result of the answer to the primary

and secondary research questions.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Management is, in the end, the most creative of all the arts—for its medium

is human talent itself.
— Robert McNamara
Speech at Millsaps College, 1967

Introduction

This chapter will provide the final recommendations and conclusion from the
research. It begins by reviewing the findings from Chapter 4 and the evidence as
presented and found in the analysis. It then provides the conclusions derived from the
findings. In addition, it will discuss the recommendations that resulted from the research.
Finally, the research will give areas for further research that resulted from this study and

conclude with a summary.

Brief Summary of Findings from Chapter 4

The analysis conducted in the previous chapter lead to findings regarding the
effectiveness of using the OER as the document of record to capture an officers potential
for promotion, command, and future assignments. Based on previous surveys conducted
and information gathered on the subject, the research found some areas where the Army’s
method of assessing and documenting an officer’s potential needs improvement.

The research analysis also found that the majority of officers report not receiving
regular or periodic counseling from their senior raters. This causes mistrust with the
Officer Evaluation System and leaves the question as to whether or not senior raters are

even aware of the performance (which feeds into the assessment of an officer’s potential),
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of any officer they senior rate. It also leads to a failed mission command climate in which
officers do not trust their senior raters to give them fair and objective assessments based

on their performance. This was evident in by the report given in a recent CASAL survey.

Conclusions

Considering the results presented in the previous chapter, several conclusions are
presented for consideration. The first conclusion drawn from the research shows that
senior raters need a more precise definition of potential. The second conclusion is that if
senior raters are required to comment on an officer’s potential, they need performance
measures that they can use to evaluate an officer’s potential. Making the Officer Support
Form mandatory helps to increase the interaction between the rated officer and senior
rater, but senior raters need to ensure that they coach, teach, and mentor the officers they
senior rate. Senior raters must make it a priority to conduct both formal and informal
performance counseling. In order to provide a fair and objective assessment of the
officer’s potential, senior raters must provide the officer with expectations and measures
of performance that helps provide for an objective assessment the end of the rating
period. Third and final conclusion the research is that evaluations are subjective and not
based on a shared understanding of what the Army expects and needs of its leaders at the
next level.

What are the implications? If not addressed, senior raters will continue to provide
assessments as they always have. Officers will continue to receive evaluations that are
subjective in nature and evaluations will continually address the officer’s performance as
compared with that of their peers, which is not the most effective way when assessing an

officer’s potential for promotion, command, or future assignments. In addition, there will
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also be a high number of cases in which the rated officer does not trust both the senior
rater and the Officer Evaluation System due to the lack of formal and informal counseling

and professional interaction with the senior rater.

Recommendations

There are four recommendations drawn from the research. The first
recommendation is that officer not have their potential assessed based on a comparison
with their peers. The second recommendation is the need for a more precise definition of
potential that clearly defines what it is and how senior raters can measure it. The third
recommendation is the need relook at the current body of Army doctrine and regulations
that provide guidance to senior raters regarding their responsibility to assess and provide
an evaluation on potential. Doing this should help to clarify what potential actually is and
how it can be measured. Lastly, the fourth recommendation is that senior raters be
required to actually document in writing and convey, via the OER Support Form, what
the rated officer must consider and strive to display in terms of the qualifications and
characteristics to serve in the next higher rank and level of responsibility—and be held
accountable.

Let us take a more in-depth look at the recommendations. Starting with the first
recommendation that officers should not have their potential for promotion, command,
and future assignments based on their performance as judged against their peers. As
officers move up in rank, their specific duties and responsibilities are fundamentally
different in nature and makes it difficult to compare. While an Infantry Lieutenant
Colonel will be highly concerned with obtaining a command, an Acquisition Lieutenant

Colonel may not have the same concern or opportunity. Assessing their potential
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comparatively for the next rank (Colonel) is fundamentally inconsistent considering that
each will need different technical and tactical skill sets at the next rank and position that
they serve.

As stated in chapter 4, there are inconsistencies in Army doctrine regarding the
definition of potential. The second recommendation is the need for a more precise
definition of potential. Conflicting guidance found in regulations regarding what a senior
rater’s assessment of potential should entail needs further consideration. One definition of
potential could be to use the LRM as a model for officer potential and provide a standard
for measuring potential. This will allow senior raters to establish measures of
performance and measures of effectiveness for each officer that they senior rater. This
also gives the rated officer a standard set of expectations regarding the competencies that
they are expected to have and display.

The third recommendation is for a change in Army doctrine and regulations that
more consistently provide a definition of potential. On one hand, DA PAM states that the
assessment of an officer’s potential is a subjective judgment of the officer’s capability to
perform at a specified level of responsibility, authority, or sensitivity. Though it goes on
to say that potential is normally associated with the capability to perform at a higher
grade, this guidance fails to address the fact that an officer’s potential is captured on the
OER and also helps determine selections for command and future assignments that
require the best-fit officer. Conversely, AR 623-3 states that senior raters have the
responsibility to ensure objectivity and fairness when rendering their respective
assessment of potential. The regulation then goes on to state that evaluation reports,
which must be a thoughtful and fair appraisal of an officer’s abilities, are the result of
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observed performance and potential. This is unclear and once again proves that Army
doctrine uses the words performance and potential interchangeably. The Army must
clearly state precisely what potential it seeks in its leaders. Additionally, providing
training and a reference guide to assess potential would benefit senior raters. This will
create a shared understanding and assist all leaders in assessing and developing
subordinates.

One way to change Army doctrine and regulation is to make the Army’s LRM the
basis to assess potential. The Army provides its expectations of leaders via the LRM and
senior raters can assess each individual officer’s potential to operate at the next higher
grade based on the leadership attributes and competencies described in the LRM. For
example, intellect is an attribute the Army expects all officers to exhibit. A senior rater
can use the characteristics of this attribute to assess the officer’s potential to serve at the
next higher rank if they are able to display the characteristics required at the next rank.
Senior raters can then determine, based on the manner of performance displayed by the
officer, if the officer displays innovation, interpersonal tact, and the expertise required for
the next higher level of responsibility.

In addition, ADRP 6-22 states that the Leadership Requirements Model conveys
the expectations that the Army wants leaders to meet. Interesting to note is that the ADRP
states, “A common model of leadership shows how different types of leaders work
together and is useful for aligning leader development activities and personnel
management practices and systems” (Department of the Army 2012, 5). This leads to the
third recommendation, which is each officer is different and should not have their
potential assessed based on a comparison with their peers. This allows the rated officer,
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rater, and senior rater to develop specific objectives of performance that each officer can
work to accomplish based on their respective branch’s functional expectations. For
example, a Brigade S-6 will need to “Get Results” varies from what the Brigade S-3 is
expected to accomplish in order to “Get Results.”

The fourth recommendation is that senior raters be required to actually document
in writing and convey, via the OER Support Form, what the rated officer must consider
and strive to display in terms of the qualifications and characteristics to serve in the next
higher rank and level of responsibility. Since the OER Support Form is already
mandatory, the recommendation is that the Support Form follows the OER and at a
minimum be made available to a board. This would help to hold senior raters accountable
for their responsibility of leader development and should increase interaction with the
officers they rate. The thought here is that senior raters have already served at the next
level of leadership that the rated officer strives to obtain. Senior raters are often two ranks
higher than the rated officer is and has the knowledge and expertise of what it takes to be
successful. For example, a colonel senior rating a major has already served as a lieutenant
colonel. That same colonel can give the major guidance on the expectations and
requirements expected at the lieutenant colonel rank. Just telling the rated officer that
they need to display characteristics of the next rank, or telling a major they need to
display qualities of a battalion commander does not give the officer concrete goals and

objectives to try to incorporate into their everyday actions.

Recommendations for Further Study

One recommendation for further study comes because of the newness of the new

OER. As senior raters continue to render evaluations on officer potential, this creates a
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great opportunity to determine if their comments are not only fair and objective but if
they accurately measure the rated officer potential according to a more precise definition
of potential. In addition, the research recommends that further study include gathering
data that highlights if assignment managers increase their use of the OER when making
decisions on where to place officers. Another recommendation for further study is to
explore the methods used by the Army’s sister services, and compare their methods used
to assess officer potential with that of the Army’s. The last recommendation for further

study is on how the OER ties into the Army’s effort of talent management.

Summary and Conclusions

While the Officer Evaluation Reporting System and OER have been main stays
concerning evaluating an officer’s potential, there needs to be continued assessments of
the effectiveness of its use and function. The research conducted in this study found that
there are some inconsistencies and problems with how senior raters are required to
provide assessments and evaluations on an officer’s potential. Included in these
inconsistencies are differences in whether evaluations are fair and objective or subjective
in nature.

In contrast, the OER and the system under which it operates, provides a good way
of providing assessments to officers on their performance. The problem is not the system
itself. The problem this research addresses is the lack of a clear method used to evaluate
officer potential. Though there is clear guidance and how raters are to render their
performance evaluations, there is little guidance explaining to senior raters how to

effectively and accurately measure potential. Even with this lack of guidance to senior
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raters, both raters and senior raters will continue to provide information to selection
boards and other decision makers and for the most part, this system works well.

The Officer Evaluation System continues to be instrumental in how the Army
manages its officers and continuous refinement and adjustments will help to ensure that
the right officers receive promotions, have the honor to serve in command, and put in
assignments that maximize their potential. In the words of General Raymond T. Odierno,
Chief of Staff of the Army,

The officer evaluation report system is an integral component of the Army’s

leader development program. It helps identify the best Army officers with the

strongest potential to lead the Army of the future. . . .The new OER more
accurately evaluates and officer’s performance and potential. It increases rater and

senior rater accountability. It provides the force with a more transparent Leader
Development and talent management tool.

Now the Army must ensure that the words spoken by the Chief of Staff actually
come to fruition. The Army is going through a critical transition as it comes out of two
wars. It is critical that Army leaders understand the importance of looking at its systems
and how the Army manages its people. The Army must continue its work and ensure it

chooses the right individuals to lead the Army in a complex future.
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DA FORM 67-10-2
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DA FORM 67-10-3
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APPENDIX C

DA FORM 67-10-1A
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PARTS 14V INSTRUCTIONS. AR 623-3 cutlines the inistrati qui it yio plete these poﬂionsoﬁhe support form,
Some key requirements: The rater will -
3. Provide a copy of his or her support form {or equivalent), along with the senior rater's support form (or equivalent), to the rated Soldier at the beginning of the rating

period.
b. Discuss the scope of the rated Soldier's duty description with him or her within 30 days after the beginning of the raling period. This counseling will include, as a minimum,
the rated Soldier's duty description and the perft bjectives to attain, The di son will also include the relafionship of the duty description and objectives with e

arganization's mission, problems, priorties, and similar matters,

¢. Counsel the raled Soldier.

{1) If the rated Scldier is recently assigned to the organization, the rater may use the counseling to outline a duty description and perf bject This di

gives the rated Scldier a guide for performance while leaming new duties and ibilties in the unit of ass) it.

(2) if the rater is recently assigned, this first counseling may be usad to ask the rated Soldier for an apinion of the duty descripfion and cbjectives. By daing this, the rater is

given a quick assessment of the rated Scldier and the work siuation. It will also help the rater develop the best duty iption and per bjectives for the rated
Soldier,
d. Raters of CPTs, LTs, CW2s, and WO 1s will also conduct quarterly follow-up ling ions to discuss perfe update andfor revise developmental tasks, as

required, and assess developmental progress. Summary or key comments will be ded for inclusion when preparing final CERs.

Senior raters and reviewing officials will -

{1) Ensure support forms {or equivalent) are provided to all rated Soldiers they senior rate at the beginning of and throughout the respective rating periods.

{2) Use all reasonable means to become familiar with a rated Solier's performance. When pracical. use personal contact, records and reports, and the information
provided on the rated Soldier’s support form,

The rated officer plays a significant role in counseling sessions and the evaluztion process throughout the rating period. In the event of geographical separation,
comespondence and telephone conversations will be used as alternatives to face-to face counseling followed by face-to-face discussions between the rated Soldier and the
rater at the earfiest oppertunity.

PART V INSTRUCTIONS: ICW ADRP 6-22 and ADP 60 rated officer performance chjectives will align with the attributes and competencies required for all officers. The
overall definition of each altribute and competency is addressed in the base support form. Key points:
A. CHARACTER: Anny\lduss. P vice Ethos, and Discipline.
Army Values: Values are principl tandard or gualities dered tial for sful leaders. Values are fundamental lo help people discem right from wrong in
any situation. The Amy has seven values to develop in all Army individuals: lovalty, duty, respect, selfless service, honor, integrity, and personal courage. Empathy: The
propensity to experience something from ancther persen's point of view. The ability to identify with and enter into ancther person's feelings and emotions. The desire to
care for and take care of Soldiers and others. Warrior Ethos/Service Ethos: Theinternal shared attitudes and beliefs that embody the spirit of the Army profession for
Scldlers and Army Chvilians alike. Discipline: Control of one's own behavior according to Amy Values; mindset to obey and enforce good orderly practices in administrative,
icnal, training, and tional duties. Personal beliefs related to upbringing, culture, religious backgrounds, and traditions are also central to character.
B. PRESENCE: Ihlnary and professional bearing, Fitness, Confidence, Resilience Military and professional bearing:
Pc ing a cc Prejedling a professional image of authority. Fitness: Having sound health, strength, and endurance that support one's emotional
health and conceplual ablllhes undes p ged sfress. C Projecting self- and inty in the unit’s ability to succeed in its missions. Demonsirates
compesure and cutward calm through control over one's emotions. Resilience: Showing a tendency to recover quickly from setbacks, shock, injuries, adversity, and stress
while maintaining a mission and organizational focus.
€. INTELLECT: (Mental aglily Sound ju:lgmm Innovation, Interpersonal tact, expertise) Mental agility: Flexibility of mind; the ability to break habitual thought
patterns. Anticipating or pling fo i to think through outcomes when current decisions or actions are not producing desired effects. The
ability to apply multlp'le o et and hes. Sound j The capacity to assess situations shrewdlyand draw sound conclusions. The tendency to form
sound opinions, make sensible declsnnsand refiable guesses. The ability to assess gths and s of dinates, peers, and enemy to create appropriate
salutions and action, Innovation: The abiity to introduce new ideas basad on ¢ rtunity or challenging ci st Craathvity in producing ideas 2nd objects that are
both novel and appropriate, Imarpursond tact The capasity to understand interactions with others. Being aware of how others see you and sensing how to interact with
them effectively. C { and motives of self and others and how they affect i ing diversity and di ing self-control,
balance, and stability. Expertise: Possessing facts, beliefs, logical assumptions and understanding in relevant areas,
D. LEADS: (Leads others, builds trust, extends influence beyond the chain of d, Leads by le, | icates)
Leads others: 1. Uses apf ofi to gl h ;Usesmethu:lsmngngi‘um-- I' to cc
exchange, personal appeals, mllabumﬁun rafional persuasion, ising, insp L P ion, and i bulldlngi Z Pﬂ:mdss pu'pose motwallun md
inspiration. Inspires, encourages. and guides cthers toward mission i it Emphasizes the im port: of honal goals. Determines the oourse d
action necessary to reach objectives and fulfil mission requirements. Communicales nstruclions, orders, and directives to subordinates, Ensures subordi
md accept direction, Ei and delegales authoriy to subordinat Focuses on the mostimportant aspeds of a situation. 3. Enf Jards « Reinf: the
4 and rofe of . Performs individual and collecive tasks to gnizes and takes responsibility for poor p and it
appropriately. 4. Bal ission and welfare of followers. Assesses and rou1l'|e|y maonitors effects of mission fulfiliment en merlal physical, and emotional attributes
of suberdinates. Monitors morale, physical condition, and safety of subordinates. Provides iate refief when conditions jeopardize success of the mission or present
averwhelming risk to persornal.
Builds Trust: 1. Sets personal example for trust. |s firm, fair, and resg to gain trust. degree of own trustworthiness, 2 Takes direct actions to build
trust. Fosters positive relationship with others. Identifies areas of cc ity (under ing, goals, and experi . Engages cther members in activities and
objectives. Corrects team members who undermine trust with their attitudes or acions. 3. Sustains a climate of trust. Assesses facters or conditions that promole or
hinder frust, Keeps people nformed of goals, actions, and results. Follows through on actions related fo eupedxums of mhers_
Extends influence beyond the chain of command. 1. Understands sphere, means and limits of i issions, and assig ts to
determine the parties involved in decision making, decision alppu't and possnble or 2. Negaoti builds and conflict.
Builds effective working relationships. Uses iwo-way, fion. Identifies indrvidual and group interests. |dentifies roles and resources. Generates and
facilitates generation of possible solutions. Applies fair standards to assess oplions. Creates good cheices beb firm, clear itment and altt ivestoa tiated
agreement.
Leads by example. 1. Displays character: Sels the example by displaying high stardards of duty performance, personal ap military and p i bearing,
physical filness and ethics. Fosters an ethu:ll c!mde shcms good moral udgment and behavior. Compleles ndividual and urlttastslo standard, on time, and within the
der's intent. D and pati . Uses sound judgment and logical reasoning. 2. Exemplifies the Warrior Ethos, Removes
or fights through obsiacles, difficulties, and hardd'upsto accomplish 1he mlsgon Demonstrates the will to succeed. Demonstrates physical and emofional cowrage. Shares
hardships with subordinates. 3. Leads with in ad Provides leader presence at the right time and place. Displays seff-control, composure,
and a posifive atbitude. s resiient. ins decisive after di g @ mistake. Acts in the absence of guidance. Does not show ag when facing
Remains positive when the situation b fusing or ch: E bordinats whentheyshwsngnsol k . 4.0 trates technical and
tactical carrpomnce Meels mlsslnn tandards, protects . and accomplish Ihe mls&nnwﬂh il uﬁng technical and tactical skills. Displays
of t, procedures and methods; recognizes and M Uses | le sources and subject matter experts.
5. u1darsta1dslhe importance of conceptual skills and models them to others. Dlmlays oomfort waorking in open systems. Makes logical assumptions in the absence
of facts. |dentifies crilical issues to use as a guide in making decisions and taking advantage of opp ities. Relates and compares information from different sources to
Hentify possible cause-and-effect relationships. 6. Seeks diverse ideas and points of view, Ei honest ication among staff and decision makers,
Explores alternative explanations and approaches for accompanying tasks. Reinforces new ideas; demonstrates will to consider altemnath, tives to rasdve
difficult problems. Discourages indniduals from seeking favor through tacit agreement,
Communicates: 1. Listens actively: Listens and watches aftenfively. Makes appropriate notes. Tunes in to content, emdtion, and urgency. Uses verbal and nonverbal
means to reinfores with the speaker that you are paying attention. Reflects on new information before expressing views.
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PART V INSTRUCTIONS CONTINUED: ICW ADRP 6-22 and ADP 6-0 rated officer performance objectives will align with the attributes and competencies required for all
officers. The overall definition of each altribute and competency is addressad in the base support fom. Key points:

Communicates (continued) - 2. Creates shared under di Shares Y tion with cthers and subordinates. Protects ial informati

Coordinates plans will higher, lower and adjacent crganizations, Keeps hgherand lower headguarters, superiors and gubmlnxes informad. Expresses Ihu.lghtg and
ideas clearly to i Is and groups. izes potential misce i Uses appropriate means for a 3

communication techniques: States goals to energize others to adopt and act on them. Uses logic and relevant Tacts in dlalugue enpresses well—orgarlzed |deaa
Speaks enthusiastically and maintains isteners’ interest and invelvement. Makes appropriate eye contact when sp Uses approp g . Uses \ﬂsual aids as
needed. Determi izes, and resolves mi i 4.ls itive t ltural factors in i of

customs, exp ions, actions, or behaviors, Demonstrates respect for athers,

E. DEVELOPS: (Create a positive environment/Fosters esprit de corps, prepares self, D ps others, the p

Creates a positive environment/Fosters esprit de corps: 1. Fosters hesi peration and loyalty 1espnt decorps] Enoowages pecple to work
together effectively, Promotes and team achi it to build trust, Draws ttention te the of peor new bersinto the
unit quickly. 2. Encourages fairness and inclusi . Provides i tions and tz. Supports equal opporfunity. Prevents all forms of harassment.

Encourages leamning about and leveragng diversity. 3. Encourages open and candid communications. Shows others how to accomplish tasks while respectiul and
focused. Displays a positive altitude to encourage others and improve morale. Reinforces the e:presaon of mﬂlﬂll’_‘f and minority points. Displays appropri

to new or conflictin or opinions. Guards against groupthink. 4, Creates a b ing Uses effectiv it and training method:
Encourages leaders and feir subordinates to reach their full potential, Motivates others to develop th | E the value of int ing with others and geeklng
counsel. Stimuates innovative and critical thinking in others. Seeks new appi to problems, i the di between prc i and a
zercrdefedts E izes leamning from one's mi: 5. agH i to ise initiative, accept responsil |I|ty and taks
Involves othersin demons and informs them of g . Allocales responsibility for perfi Guides subordinate leaders in Ihlrlclng through problems (cr
themselves. Alocates decision-making to the lowest appropriate level. Acts to expand and enhance dinate's cc t and self- -] initiative,
6. Demonstrates care for follower well-being: Encourages subordinates and peers to express candid opini Adde bordinates' and famiies' needs (health,
welfare, and development). Stands up for swordlnales Routinely monitors morale and encourages honest feedback
7. Anticipates people's nn-lho-]obneods: Recog and ity bordinate’s needs and ti Shows concem for how lasks and missions affect subordinate
morale. & Sets and mai high i for individuals and teams: Clearly articulaies expectations, Creates a cimate that expects good performance,

recognizes superior performance, and does not accept poor performance,  Challenges others to match the leader’s example.  Prepares self. 1. Maintains mental and
physical health and wellbeing: Recognizes imbalance or inappropriateness of one’s own actions. Does not allow emaction o unduly |nﬂuence dE‘.‘iSIm-ln aking. Applies

logic and reascn to make decisions or when interacting with emdtionally charged individuals. Recugmzes the sources of stress and approp Ievels of

to maotivate self. Manages regular exercise, leisure activities, and time away. Stays focused on |ife pricrifies and values. 2. E: ds b ledge of tech

technological and tactical areas: Seeks knowledge of syﬁems. eq.lnment mp@blliles and that;ons pamculsrly information technology syshms Keepsmformed about
developments and policy changes inside and outside the org; 1E | and i | capabilities: Understands the contribution of

uoncenllatlm cnhl:al Ihlnlnng imagination, and problem solving in drﬁerenttaﬂ( cuntihona Leamns newapproad'les to problem sohving. Applies lessons leamed. Filters
Y y. Reserves time for self-development, reflection. and personal growth. Considers possible motives benind conflicting information.

4. Analy and inf ion to create k vledge: Reflects on prior Iearrlng nlgamzes insights for future application. Considers source, quality or relevance,
znd criticality nflnformaﬁnn to improve understandng. |dentifies relizble resources for dled Sats up systems of procedures to store knowledge for rause.
5. Maintains relevant cultural awareness: Leamns aboul issues of language, values, customary behavior, ideas, beliefs, and pattems of thinking that influence others,
Leams ahwt results ufprekus encounters when culture plays a role in mission success. 6. Maintail geopalitical Learns about relevant societies

peri Lllrest Recog) Army infl on unified action partners and ies. L s thefa::ors i ing conflict and p keeping, peace enforck
and i 7. Maintains self- 4 self under ing and impact on others: Evaluates one's strengths and L
Leams from mistakes to make corrections; leams from L Seeks ines areas in need of development. Determines personal goals and makes
progress toward them. Develops capabilities where possible but accepts personal limitations. Seeks opportunities to use capabilties appropriately. Understands self-
maotivation under vanous task conditions. Develops others. 1. Assesses developmental needs of others: Determines strengths and weaknessesofs.lhordmates under

mﬁererl conditions, Evaluates subordinates in a fair and i manner, A tasks and subordinat tivat Io consider methods of imp! g work

ts, when job enrich t would be useful, methods of cross-training on tasks and methods of lishi X Deslgns ways Ind|a||enge subordinates to
improve and sustain gl Er ges subordinates to improve p 2.C and mentors: Imp ']
and profici . Uses experi and knowledge to improve fulure perforrnanoe Counsals, ooaches and mentors subordinates, subordinate leaders. and oihers_
3. Facilitates ing devel Maintail of existing individual and i and barriers to devel
Supporls oppartunities for self-development. Arranges fraining opportunities to help subordinates improve self 1fi and compet; Ei

to pursue instituti learning opportunities. Provide subordinates nlnrmahm ﬂ:luul institutional training and career progression intail related

to development. 4. Builds team or group skills and p Presenis igr for team or group |nlemct|un Provides resources and support for
realistic. missicn-oriented fraining. tains and imp the relationships among team or group bers. Frovides feedback cn team p

of the professi 1. S [ ional and personal growth: Suppors devel tal c ities for dinat such as PME tend key
developmental assig ts in ofher c izati and broadeni i 2 lmp the organization: Makes decisions and takes action to improve the
organization beyond their tenure.
F. ACHIEVES: (Gets Resulis). 1. Pricritizes, izes and dinates taskings for teams or other i ps: Ensures the course of action

achieves the desired cutcome through planning. Organizes groups and teams to accomplish work, Ensures all Iﬂsks can be e:eﬁ.lled in the time available and that tasks

depending on other tasks are executed in the correct sequence. Limits over ification and mi

2. Identifies and accounts for capabilities and commitment to task: Considers duly posiions, capabilities, and developmental needs when assigning tasks Conducts
for

initial assessments o assume a new task or a new posticn. 3. Designates, clarifies, and deconflicts roles: E L and employs p

dinating, and |ati bordinate's actions and acthviies. Mediates peer conflicts and disagreements.
4. Idm‘liﬁns, ds for, all and resources: Tracks people and equipmen:. Allocates adequatetlme for task completion. Allocates time to prapare
and conduct rehearsals. Conti seeks impl it in operating 3 ation, and fiszal resy ility. Abtracis, gni and retains talent.
5. Removes work barriers:  Proteds ization from y taskings and di ions. Recognizes and resolves ing conflicts. O
preventing accomplishment of the mission.
6. Recognizes and rewards good performance: Recognizes individual and team acce i is; rewards appropriately.  Credits subordi for good perf
builds on successes. Explores reward syslems and individual reward motivations,
7. Seeks, g and takes age of opp ities to imp p Asks incisive gueslions. Anticipates needs for actions: envisions ways to
imprave, Acts fo i |mprwe the ization's collective perf: . R ds best methods to ish tasks, uses inf tion and technology te improve indivdual
and group effect staff to use tivity to solve probl B. Makes feedback part of work processes: Gives and seeks accurate and timely
feedoadk, Ugesfeedhack to modify duties, tasks, procedures, requiremants, and goals, Uses it b i and ion tools (such as AARs) to identify
lessons leamed and fadlitate consisient imp it D ines the appropriate setting and timing for feedback.
9 plans to plish the mission: ctivities to meet o i in critical per areas. Motifies peers and subordinates in advance of
required support. Keeps frack of task assngrmenls and suspense’s; attends to detaﬂs Adjusts assignments, if necessary.
10. Identifies and adjusts to on the mission and i Gathers and lyzes relevant i ion about changi diti Dt
causes, effects, and contributing factors of problems. Considers contingencies and their ] Makes y, on-the-spot adjustment
PART VI RATER SELF DEVELOFHENT GO&LS INSTRUCTIONS: These goals are beyond the current career progression that the officer is assh This area should
focus on those detailed, , have branch qualification and antici ing and el g opp uti

The officer will also state sell develepment objectives b@sed on MSAF assessments (oplional) or other identified areas requlled for development.
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